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Transportation & Parking Services

Ratepayer Board
March 2, 2007
9:20-10:30am
UCen Mission Room

Roll Call 9:20AM
Introduction of Guests
Approval of the Minutes
2007-08 Operations Budget & Capital Costs (Debt Service)
Multiple Systems Renewal Project (Infrastructure) Proposal
Undergraduate Night & Weekend Lock-in Fee
Chancellor’s Allocation of Core Funding to TPS
GIS Campus Map of Parking
Future Agenda Items

Public Comment

(Any member of the public may address the Board for up to 2 minutes on a Ratepayer
related item not scheduled elsewhere on the agenda.)

XI.

Adjournment 10:30AM
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Ratepayer Board
May 2, 2007
Minutes

Members Present: Kostas Goulias, Marguerite Bouraad-Nash, Kate Deutsch, Jared
Goldschen, Marti Lopez, Richard Church, Perrin Pellegrin, and Stephanie Brower

Staff Present: Bob Silsbee, Bob Sundberg, Dolly Smith, Laura Condon, and Marc Fisher

. Roll Call
The meeting was called to order at 9:20AM with Joe Harkins unable to attend.

Il. Introduction of Guests
e Sydney Roberts: Labor Relations -- Human Resources
Valerie Tidwell: Daily Nexus
Tyler Tomlin: Associated Students (AS)
Kay Chambers: Arts & Lectures
Martie Levy: Budget & Planning
Bruce Kendall: Bren School faculty member, Chair of the Transportation
Alternatives Board (TAB)
Alan Williams: Facilities Management
Marilyn Dukes: Associated Students
W. Doug Morgan, Faculty Issues Council

lil. Approval of the Minutes
The approval of the minutes from the April 2007 meeting would be postponed until a future
meeting.

V. 2007-08 Operations Budget & Capital Costs (Debt Service)

Bob Silsbee distributed “Staff Report” (please refer to Attachment “A”). Laura Condon
distributed “2007-08 Operations Budget”, “Permit Models with Revenue”, “TPS Proposed
Reserves Budget 2007-08", and “Parking Operations Reserve Summary FY 2006-07: 9 Month”
(please refer to Attachment “B”, “C”, “D”, and “E").

Laura Condon reported on permits, reserves, and salaries, wages and benefits:

Permits
e Subscribed permits will remain the same.
o Transient permits are expected to increase.

Reserves
e TPS expects to move approximately $3 million from operations into the reserves.
e TPS expects to spend approximately $2.3 million from the reserves for 2006-07.

Salaries, Wages, & Benefits
e The parking operations budget has allocated 50% of the new director and 50% of a new
financial analyst.
e TPS needs a financial analyst due to the management structure, which is missing a key
financial position.
e TPS expects an average of 4.025% salary increase for TPS staff.
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e The Board requested TPS bring a staffing plan such as an organizational chart to the
next meeting.

V. Multiple Systems Renewal Project (Infrastructure) Proposal

Facilities Management (FM) distributed “Capital Contributions by Control Point” (please refer to
Attachment “F”) and “Main Campus Utility Consumption Shares®(please refer to Attachment
“G").

Martie Levy, Budget & Planning, reported:

o Facilities Management (FM) has assessed all of the utility infrastructure utilities at UCSB
and is in the process of renewing them; currently, FM is finishing the electrical
infrastructure.

e The current storm drainage was most likely installed by the Military, many years ago.
The State’s Department of Finance requires all auxiliary enterprises (fee-based services)
to pay their fair share for their own utility infrastructure or will not support the state-
funded share.

e Two years ago, UCSB FM had developed the storm drainage infrastructure proposal
with consultants. It is split into sectors of the campus so that it reduces its impact on the
campus.

o The proposed funding for the multiple systems renewal will extend until 2011-12.

Board Inquiries and Discussion
Background Information
The main auxiliary enterprises:
e Student Housing
e University Center (UCen)
o TPS

Other auxiliary enterprises:
e Student Health
e Faculty Club
o Intercollegiate Athletics
e Recreation

e The first infrastructure renewal phase was presented to the campus as close to a crisis;
there were utilities failing on the campus. In order to get funding from UCOP to start the
renewal, the campus had to start allocating funds from auxiliary enterprises. The Vice
Chancellor made an executive decision when it came to the auxiliary share.

e The Board inquired if there is a map of where the work will be done? Martie Levy stated
there are several maps and that Marc Fisher could bring a large map of phase two for
the Board to a future meeting.

In response to Board inquiries, Marc Fisher stated:
e Alan Williams of FM has been involved in the cost formula from the beginning.
e The current formula for parking is just for the parking structures and does not include
surface lots.

Alan Williams reported:
e The methodology of allocation for the TPS share of the multiple systems renewal project
is on “Capital Contributions by Control Point” (please refer to Attachment “F”).
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e The multiple systems renewal portion for the parking contains mainly the storm water
drainage element and some reclaimed water element.

e The square footage of the parking structures and parking trailers is on lines 12-15 of
“Main Campus Utility Consumption Shares“(please refer to Attachment “G”). The square
footage of the parking structures is just the ground footprint.

e The total of cost of phase one of the infrastructure renewal for TPS is $572,000.

The cost of $572,000 will be spread out over the next four years through 2011.

Infrastructure Costs during Construction of a Parking Structure
In response to Board inquiries, Martie Levey reported every new construction project on campus
has to correct any infrastructure problems.

TPS Share of the Infrastructure Project
Board member Bouraad-Nash stated:

e The UCSB administration has not been giving appropriate notification to the Board
regarding the infrastructure project; this is not following the Chancellor’s directive to have
transparency.

e There is a fundamental problem with charging the ratepayers for the infrastructure of
parking structures that they do not own; the Regents own them.

Board member Lopez stated the Board should have been notified of the infrastructure project
before it was put on the budget as it became a near-crisis.

Board member Church stated:
o He believes there has been an attempt to spread the cost of the infrastructure project
fairly over the campus.
e Parking structures create storm water run-off and should pay their share.
It is regrettable that TPS has to pay for the infrastructure, but if auxiliary enterprises are
required by the State to pay their share, then this is a fair way of paying for it.

Chair Goulias stated FM cannot leave the cost of phase two of the infrastructure project
undetermined. The Board requests more information on the whole project, including phase two.

VL. Undergraduate Night & Weekend Lock-in Fee
Board member Goldschen, Associated Students (AS) President reported:
e Student ballots were voted on the previous week.
e Graduate Students Association (GSA) voted on and passed the Night & Weekend lock-
in fee of $4.33 per quarter to include the $4.95 annual permit.
e AS have not come to a consensus on the student Night & Weekend lock-in fee.
Undergraduate students have given a lot of opposition to the student Night & Weekend

lock-in fee.

e AS has formed a subcommittee to discuss these issues and the Night & Weekend lock-
in proposals.

e AS will consider putting the Night & Weekend lock-in fee increase on the ballot for next
year.

Bob Silsbee reported he included the student Night & Weekend lock-in fee increase on his
recommendations on page 3 (please refer to Attachment “A”). Bob Silsbee also reported that
every 25% of every dollar increase in fees needs to be returned to financial aid, so the lock-in
fee increase of $1 would need to be $4.22.
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Bouraad-Nash stated there needs to be two things done:
o Make the Night & Weekend fee be as easy and friendly as possible for students so that
they can access the campus, as the campus is for their use.
e Make it economically-effective and fair.

VIl. Chancellor’s Allocation of Core Funding to TPS

The Chair reported himself and Bruce Kendall, Chair of the Transportation Alternatives Board,
have been discussing the Chancellor’s Allocation of core funding of $250,000 to TPS. The Chair
stated the Ratepayer Board had previously discussed the perceived lack of guidance from the
Chancellor on the use of this funding. For the past three years, the Ratepayer Board has
believed they were in sole possession of this funding. In reviewing the documents of the
CSACORP, it appears this assumption has been incorrect, including the letter from the
Chancellor dated February 20, 2007 (please refer to Attachment “A” in the 3-7-07 minutes).

The Chair invited the TAB Chair, Bruce Kendall, to present. Chair Kendall distributed
“Transportation Alternatives Program” (please refer to Attachment “F”).

Chair Kendall reported:

o TAP is open to faculty, staff, and students who use alternative transportation, who are
eligible for a monthly parking permit, do not choose to have a parking permit, and enroll
in the program.

¢ TAP has grown from approximately 1,000 participants in 2004 to approximately 2,500
participants currently.

e To calculate the avoided vehicles driven to campus, Chair Kendall subtracted some of
the 2,500 members who would not have chosen to buy a parking permit despite TAP:
approximately 1,000 bicyclists, 300 graduate student bus riders (who already receive
free bus passes), and %z of the carpoolers (275). This leaves approximately 975 avoided
cars on campus.

Main TAP incentives are:

e Free round-trip bus fare on the MTD for faculty and staff members.
Funding from TAP to decrease vanpool fares.
Some complimentary parking per quarter.
Free use of a Carshare vehicle on the campus for personal errands during the work day.
Emergency Ride Home Program allows the users of an alternative transportation mode
to go home immediately in case of an emergency or illness.

TAP Funding

o TAP received an initial grant for the In-Vehicle Parking Meters in 2002.

o Currently, TAP is funded by the surplus in the Fines & Forfeitures budget.

o When the TAP programs were initiated, there was sufficient funding in the Fines &
Forfeitures reserve budget to fund them. However, over the past couple of years, the
surplus has declined due to the reallocation of staff full-time equivalents among TPS.
This staff reallocation was initiated based on the recommendations of the Ratepayer
Board.

e Vanpool program expenses are escalating in particular because of the University of
California Office of the President (UCOP) mandate to discontinue use of the 14-
passenger vans due to safety concerns, which means purchase of smaller vans and
more vans, which increases costs on a per rider basis.
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e TAP is running at a substantial planned deficit and using up the reserve from Fines &
Forfeitures, which will not last much longer.

Complimentary Parking

The parking operations budget (Ratepayer Board oversees this) currently provides
complimentary of parking to TAP. The amount of parking given is approximately a full-time
equivalent of 115 parking spaces per year, which at current monthly parking rates, which is
valued at approximately $51,000 per year.

Benefits of TAP to UCSB
e Reduces carbon emissions and makes UCSB more sustainable: Campus Sustainability
Committee report states as a long term goal: “The campus will work towards no net
growth in campus parking spaces beyond 2006 levels.”
o Reduces/eliminates need to build additional parking structures.

TAP Plans
¢ Reduce some of the subsidies and incentives.
o Direct more effort to expanding access and convenience to public transit & vanpool —
more routes, increased frequency of operation, and explore internet access on long-
distance buses and vanpools.

The Chancellor’s Contribution to TPS budget
e 2002 final report of the Chancellor's Special Advisory Committee on Parking (CSACOP)
recommends that a portion of the core funding from the Chancellor to TPS should be
used for TAP; “the amount should be in proportion to the demonstrable reduction in use
of single occupancy vehicles to access the campus” (please refer to Attachment “A” or
the Final Report of the CSACOP, page 16).
e So far, all of this funding has gone to parking operations at TPS.

Chair Kendall proposed the Chancellor's Contribution should be split equally (50/50) between
Parking Operations and TAP.

Board inquiries, discussion, and action
The Board’s inquiries, discussion, and action focused on

Purpose of the Chancellor’s Contribution

Board member Bouraad-Nash stated the Chancellor’s contribution was not a subsidy for
parking; it was an amount of funding given to TPS because the campus has an interest in
parking and benefits of parking. No one is subsidizing parking from the administration.

Fines & Forfeitures Reserve Funding to TAP
TAP is currently being funded solely from Fines & Forfeitures revenue and reserves of
accumulated revenue from previous years.

Reallocating Half of the Chancellor’s Contribution to TAP
Chair Goulias stated:
o The way the Ratepayer Board has been operating the past two years has been by
funding the parking facilities accommodates those that travel to campus by single
occupant vehicles from a short-distance.
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However, there are faculty, staff, and students who commute long-distance; between 30-
40 miles each direction. These people are often spending a lot of time driving when they
could be using an alternative transportation mode.

UCSB needs to strengthen their alternative transportation access to UCSB: in addition to
helping the short-distance commuters; UCSB needs to increase assistance to long-
distance commuters.

The $250,000 was not given to the parking ratepayers to decrease parking rates; it was
given to transportation. So, he believes the Board has been acting under the wrong
principle. Doug W. Morgan had brought a letter from the UCOP regarding parking
principles, which stated parking fees should not be used for anything but parking. He
believes there has been an inconsistency in the principles the Ratepayer Board have
been working under.

Therefore, for the reasons given above, he believes it is fair to give some funding to
TAP.

Board member Goldschen stated:

He agrees with the Chair about giving half of the Chancellor’s contribution to TAP. This
does not go against the Ratepayer Board’s mission, which is for the ratepayer’'s money
to only go toward ratepayers.

This is not the ratepayer’'s money; it is the university’s money. If the Ratepayer Board is
to subsidize TAP at all, this is where they should take the money from. They are not
taking any money from the ratepayers, it is separate.

Board member Bouraad-Nash inquired if Chair Kendall was requesting half of the Chancellor’s
contribution to TPS including the $51,000 per year of complimentary given to TAP as a subsidy?
Chair Kendall responded this was true.

Board member Bouraad-Nash stated:

She likes the idea of alternative transportation to UCSB. The university, over the past 25
years, has been negligent about improving alternative transportation to UCSB. UCSB
has not negotiated with MTD. Those that would ride the bus and gladly pay for it, have
no options for taking the bus to UCSB. UCSB is now asking for the rate payers to pay for
something that should have been resolved years ago.

It is not fair to give TAP half of the Chancellor’s contribution plus the $51,000 of current
parking subsidy of parking. If TAB is to receive some of the Chancellor’s contribution,
they should subtract the $51,000 of current parking subsidy from half of the $250,000.
The funding was appropriated to TPS because UCSB uses parking extensively, such as
for commencement, move-in day, and other events for guests. The ratepayers have had
the biggest burdens of funding these events.

If you look at the parking lot inventory and parking permit sales data, there is a “death
spiral” of parking demand and revenue.

This funding request is coming at an inopportune time; the Ratepayer Board also has
been asked to increase parking rates.

Even after the closure of 20 and 21 parking, the top level of the Mesa parking structure
is never fully occupied during peak hours.

The parking permit sales levels provided by TPS indicate that there has been a reduced
parking demand for parking permits.

There have not been any studies to show that there will be need of another parking
structure; assumptions are made on information that is not necessarily accurate; the
community is not likely to let UCSB expand to a 25,000 total student population.
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For the reason mentioned above, she opposes the 50/50 split of the Chancellor’'s
contribution between the Ratepayer Board and TAB.

In the spirit of compromise and helpfulness, she would recommend the Board accept a
50/50 split minus the $51,000

Board member Church stated:

He agrees with Board member Bouraad-Nash in this case about not splitting the funding
with TAP 50/50.

The Chancellor’s contribution is not necessarily the ratepayer’'s money, but it could be
used to offset rates.

There are more than 1,000 bicyclists coming to UCSB.

If TAP has 1,700 people that are coming to UCSB by other means of alternative
transportation, it has a significant reduction in air pollution and improvement in the
quality of the environment.

He would really like to see what the Transportation Alternatives Board can do and dream
up with this money and come back to this Board in another year or two. Hopefully, they
can give good news of how they have increased the amount of participants who use
alternative transportation. If they have done a good job in reducing parking demand,
UCSB won'’t have to build another parking structure and the Ratepayer Board would
consider giving them a larger piece of the share.

Board member Lopez stated:

There is this amount of funding available, and the Board knows what the funding has
been used for at TPS. However, it would be interesting to see what plans would be in
place for the $74,000.

What are the needs? The Board needs to know what the money will be used for. If TAP
needs more money, then the Board can consider giving TAP an increase from the
$51,000.

She agrees with Board member Bouraad-Nash, the new parking structure (22 Parking)
is empty.

She says TAP is the best thing that could happen to this community. However, there are
not enough people who commute from long-distances such as from Solvang like she
does. How many of those people use the MTD Valley Express bus? It would not be
efficient or cost effective to increase the amount of buses coming from Santa Ynez
because there is not enough demand to take that bus. Not very many people that take it
because it only has one time it leaves Santa Ynez Valley for UCSB and one time it
leaves UCSB to return to the Valley.

The Chancellor’s contribution is not a permanent guarantee; it could go away just as
easily as it has come. She does not feel comfortable committing this potentially
temporary funding for things that are long-term such as funding a new bus.

Chair Kendall stated:

One of the reasons for the lack of demand for the Valley Express is that the schedule is
not convenient for potential riders. If the Valley Express came to UCSB at different times
or if it was an express bus, then it may increase its ridership.

TAP does not currently provide any subsidies to long-distance buses.

TAB is working toward improving MTD local service, including help fund an increase in
service on MTD bus lines 6 & 11.

Net income from Fines & Forfeitures has decreased significantly, causing TAP to scale
down the program and increase user fees in an effort to balance the budget. As a result,
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TAP membership will likely decline. Additional funding is needed to fund current
programs.

Bouraad-Nash stated:

¢ UCSB has funded a Clean Air Express bus and other subsidies. There have been
complaints at the Ratepayer Board about the long-distance buses: the service was poor,
they were late to work, and the service providers were not accommodating. These
people also complained about it to TAB.

e She does not see why the Board should have to subsidize a service that does not serve
the UCSB community. If programs do not have a chance at working, they should not
give any funding to them.

e She has been trying to get UCSB to create a workable MTD plan for a long time, and
UCSB has not yet done this.

Motion

Board member Church moved to allocate half of the Chancellor’s Contribution minus $51,000
(total of $74,000) to the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), and if given a suitable
report in subsequent meetings from the Chair of the Transportation Alternatives Board the
Ratepayer Board would consider reallocating the remaining $51,000 to TAP.

Vote
The motion passed with five in favor and two abstaining.

VIll. Geographic Information System (GIS) Campus Map of Parking
Marc Fisher distributed a GIS campus map (please refer to Attachment “H*).

IX. Future Agenda Items
The next meeting will cover:
e Multiple Systems Renewal Project (Infrastructure) Proposal
2007-08 Operations Budget and staffing plan

X. Public Comment
This item was cancelled due to the shortage of time.

XI. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 10:45AM.
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Update/Overview of Expenses, including Debt Service Payments, Income, and Permit Rates

UCSB TPS PERMIT RATE MODEL
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TOTAL INCOME / EXPENSES
Millions

$1.0
$0.0
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10
OPERATING EXPENSES $2,337,391 $2,246,961 $2,151,821 $1,890,244 $2,259,271 $2,349,642 $2,443,628
DEBT SERVICE $886,938 $883,241 $1,139,879 $2,096,881 $2,414,927 $2,713,571 $2,707,600
0 COVERAGE $221,735 $220,810 $284,970 $524,220 $603,732 $678,393 $676,900
A TOTAL INCOME $4,701,250 $5,039,493 $5,149,819 $5,241,784 $5,366,535 $5,425,735 $5,502,849
& RATE INCREASE INCOME $0 $170,023 $333,573 $353,050

Total Operating Expenses. Total operating expenses have been substantially reduced by $447,147, or
19.1%, since FY 2003-04, but this trend is not expected to continue. The UC Regents have budgeted for
UC-wide salary and wage increases—including mandatory minimum wage increases for student
employees—anticipated over the next several years, and mandatory retirement contributions for career
employees are likely to be implemented, as well. As a self-supporting auxiliary enterprise, TPS must also
provide for these required salary, wage, and retirement expense increases and must collect adequate
income to balance its annual budget. Taking these wage and benefits factors into account, as well as other
anticipated increases (a new Director, a new financial analyst position, and a new 0.3 FTE dispatcher
position are all budgeted in FY 2007-08), total operating expenses are projected to increase (note:
$120,000 of the expense increase shown above is a “pass-through” to another TPS budget of the
additional income from the approved $1 night & weekend parking fee increase). Total operating expenses
were projected to increase by 4% annually after FY 2007-08.

Debt Service. Total debt service payments for parking structures will more than triple from $883,200 in FY 2004-
05 to $2,713,600 by FY 2008-09.
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Debt Service Coverage. As a condition of the bond financing, bondholders require that parking operations
maintain a debt service payment coverage ratio of at least 1.25 (i.e., net operating income must equal or exceed
1.25 x total debt service payments). Thus as the debt service payments triple over a four-year period, as discussed
above, the debt service coverage requirement will also triple from $220,800 in FYY 2004-05 to $678,400 by FY
2008-009.

Total Operating Income. Net operating income must equal or exceed debt service plus coverage, therefore with
projected operating expenditures of $2,349,600 in FY 2008-09, the minimum total operating income requirement
will increase to $5,741,600 by FY 2008-09 (i.e., the sum of operating expenses, debt service, and coverage from
graph shown above). Actual total operating income last fiscal year was $5,149,800. This fiscal year, total
operating income is anticipated to be $5,241,800 in the rate model (with three months remaining in the fiscal year,
TPS has more conservatively estimated a slightly lower amount of total income in FY 2006-07; the rate model
uses an income projection that is approximately $72,000 greater based on year-to-date comparisons to income last
fiscal year). Total operating income, without any changes in permit rates or other rates or fees, is projected to
increase to $5,366,500 by FY 2008-09 due to conservatively projected increases in permit sales (the growth in
sales of subscribed permits is projected to be approximately 1% annually, and transient sales growth is projected
at 3% annually). (note: $120,000 of the increased income in FY 2007-08 and beyond, as shown above, is from the
approved $1 night & weekend parking fee increase and will be offset by a “pass-through” expense to another TPS
budget).

Total Operating Income Without Permit Rate or Other Changes. If there are no changes in subscribed or
transient permit or other rates, or other increases in income or reductions in expenses, total operating income is
projected to fall short of the level needed to satisfy the 1.25 debt service coverage requirement by about $315,900
by FY 2008-009.

Total Operating Income With Permit Rate and Other Changes. TPS continues to examine methods to
generate additional operating income and/or reduce operating expenses, but also recommends implementation of
all of the changes listed below to produce enough additional income so that total operating income meets at least
the minimum level required to satisfy the 1.25 debt service coverage requirement by FY 2008-09, and in future
years (as shown in the graph above):

1. anincrease in subscribed permit rates from $36 to $37 to $39 per month (over two years), beginning next
fiscal year (providing an estimated $231,300 additional total operating income annually for the combined
$3 per month rate increase); plus

2. anincrease in night & weekend monthly permit fees from $10 to $12 per month (providing an estimated
$8,000 additional total operating income annually); note: this increase would not affect annual permits,
which are purchased by most UCSB employees that work a night shift—these annual permits would
remain at $120 per year ($10 per month); plus

3. anincrease in income from Associated Students (AS) and Graduate Students Association (GSA); to
provide this funding, AS and GSA would increase the night & weekend lock-in fees from $3.33 to $4 per
student per quarter, beginning in FY 2007-08 (providing an estimated $69,000 additional total operating
income annually); note: GSA actually already approved $4 per student per quarter back in 2002, although
it was never implemented because it was inconsistent with the AS-approved fee of $3.33 per student per
quarter, approved in 2003; TPS met with AS and GSA representatives numerous times over the past
several months and attended AS and GSA legislative meetings to begin implementation of this
increase—GSA voted to approve the increase, however, AS did not place the lock-in fee increase on the
Spring 2007 ballot; TPS will provide additional options and request a recommendation from the RPB
regarding fees and income from AS; plus
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4. implementation of a new storage parking fee in 22 Parking Structure (and possibly elsewhere—providing
an estimated $16,600 additional total operating income annually, assuming 25 cars at $72 per month for 9

months per year). TPS is in the process of implementing this new fee.

Summary of proposed rate increases Amount % of Total
1. Subscribed permit rates: $36-$37-$39/mo. $231,300 71%
2. Night & weekend fees: $10-$12/30-days $8,500 3%
3. AS/GSA Nt.&wkd. lock-in fees: $3.33-$4/stdt./qtr. $69,100 21%
4. New storage parking fee in 22 Structure $16,200 5%
Total $325,100 100%

TPS recommends that the Ratepayer Board consider and support all of these rate changes for implementation
by July 1, 2007 (if accepted, the recommendations above from the RPB that affect UC employees would need to
be forwarded to the Chancellor as soon as possible to provide adequate notice to employees in bargaining
units).

Update/Overview of Student lock-in fees for Night and Weekend Parking

Transportation & Parking Services (TPS) and the Ratepayer Board (RPB) recommended to the Chancellor, and
the Chancellor approved, an increase in Night & Weekend (N&W) parking fees to the general public from $2 to
$3 per night and weekend day (to become effective July 1, 2007). TPS also now recommends that the fee for 30-
day N&W permits issued from permit dispensers or the sales office increase from $10 to $12 per month.! TPS
also has informed both Associated Students (AS) and the Graduate Student Association (GSA) that N&W parking
lock-in fee income provided to TPS would also increase by from $3.33 to $4 per quarter per student (see
Attachments 1 and 2). This increase in N&W parking lock-in fees was estimated in the rate model to increase TPS
net income by an additional $40,000 (plus an additional $23,500%) annually from undergraduate students, plus
about $6,000 annually from graduate students.

GSA voted to approve the increase, however, AS did not place the lock-in fee increase on the Spring 2007 ballot.
AS automatically places on its ballot a measure for reaffirmation of any existing lock-in fee for the subsequent
two years. The Spring 2007 AS ballot measure for reaffirmation of the N&W parking lock-in fee at $3.33 per
student per quarter passed.

TPS informed the RPB in a January report that AS indicated that it might not be able to place an increase in the
N&W parking lock-in fee on the Spring 2007 ballot due to a provision in the 2006 Students' Initiative to "require
that participating organizations observe a 5-year moratorium on further fee requests if the measure passes." AS
later informed TPS that a N&W parking lock-in fee increase could be placed on the Spring 2007 ballot, but the
AS Legislative Council declined to include this measure. TPS believes AS could still provide the additional
$40,000 of income (the equivalent of the $0.67 per quarter per student increase) using a portion of unallocated

! The monthly cost of an annual N&W permit, issued primarily through payroll deduction to UCSB employees on a night
shift and including some of UCSB’s lower paid staff, would remain at $10.

2 While AS collects $3.33 per student per quarter, it has “recharged” TPS approximately 11% of this amount each year,

equal to approximately $23,500 annually, so TPS actually receives less than $3.00 per student per quarter. According to the
AS Executive Director, AS follows this practice with all of its lock-in fee income recipients, as this is the only way that AS is
able to fund its operations. TPS and Administrative Services have questioned this practice by AS, and have pursued receipt of
all of the N&W parking lock-in fee income in meetings with AS, but to no avail. (see Attachment 3.)
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funds from the 2006 Students' Initiative or other fund sources. If AS declines to provide the additional funds, TPS
recommends the RPB consider the following options:

TPS recommends that the Ratepayer Board consider the following options:

1.

TPS and the RPB notify AS that the existing N&W parking lock-in fee may be collected by AS, but the
service will no longer be provided to undergraduate students after June 30, 2007, unless AS provides
sufficient evidence that it has provided in its approved FY 2007-08 budget for the allocation of
approximately $40,000 to TPS to make up the $0.67 per quarter per student shortfall between $3.33 to $4
per quarter per student.

TPS and the RPB notify AS that the existing N&W parking lock-in fee may be collected by AS, but the
service will no longer be provided to undergraduate students after June 30, 2007, unless AS provides
evidence that it agrees to accept somewhat reduced service levels to account for the $0.67 per quarter per
student shortfall between $3.33 to $4 per quarter per student. Possible service reductions could include:

a. no weekend days (e.g., AS N&W permits would not be valid 9am-5:30pm);

b. no summers (e.g., AS N&W permits would not be issued to undergraduates unless they are enrolled in
summer session);

C. both of the above.

Under both of the options above, TPS recommends that the RPB support a recommendation that AS
should provide a memo from its acting Executive Director indicating that AS will provide to TPS, now
and in the future, the entire amount collected from the $3.33 per quarter per student lock-in fee, with no
“recharge”. If AS does not agree to provide all of the income collected, equivalent to $3.33 per quarter
per student, to TPS, with full documentation, TPS would return the insufficient funds to AS and suspend
N&W parking service to undergraduate students.
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Office of the Associate Vice Chancellor-Campus Design and Facilities
University of California, Santa Barbara
(805) 893-5883

Attachment 1

March 22, 2007

To:  Marilyn Dukes, Acting Director, Associated Students
Jared Goldschen, President, Associated Students
Members, Associated Students Legislative Council

From: Marc Fisher, Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Design and Facilities/Transportation
and Parking Services

Re:  Night & Weekend Parking Lock-in Fees Memorandum of Understanding

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) from Transportation & Parking Services (TPS) to
Associated Students (AS) describes and clarifies the key elements of the options available to
undergraduate students to pay for Night & Weekend (N&W) parking during FY 2007-08 and FY
2008-09. TPS requests that AS distribute this memo to its Finance Board members and/or any
other appropriate AS representatives and campus staff, to fully circulate this notice.

Four years ago, the Chancellor accepted the recommendation of the Advisory Committee on
Parking, and directed TPS to begin charging fees for night & weekend (N&W) parking. The fees
were initially set at $2 per night or weekend day, or $10 per month. Campus parking customers
who have not purchased an on-campus subscribed permit may purchase a 30-day permit at the
TPS sales office or at permit dispenser machines, or an annual permit sticker can be purchased
online at the TPS website (via a link there to the TPS permit vendor). This vendor charges an
additional $4.95 to cover the data processing, shipping, and handling of each permit mailed to a
customer (TPS does not receive any of this charge).

In early 2002, the Graduate Students Association (GSA) requested that TPS provide graduate
students with the option to collect and pay fees for all graduate students collectively; GSA
proposed to raise the necessary funds via a lock-in fee. TPS agreed to this alternative method of
payment and graduate students approved a lock-in fee of $4.00 per student per quarter in the
GSA Spring 2002 election for a four-year period (the enacted fee was to be reduced to $3.33 per
student per quarter during the first year to account for the N&W parking program
implementation for only three quarters during the first fiscal year). The lock-in fee was
reaffirmed by graduate students for a one-year period in the GSA Spring 2006 election.

In early 2003, AS requested that TPS provide undergraduate students with the option to collect
and pay fees for all undergraduate students collectively; AS proposed to raise the necessary
funds via a lock-in fee. TPS agreed to this alternative method of payment and undergraduates
approved a lock-in fee of $3.33 per student per quarter in the AS Spring 2003 election. The lock-
in fee was reaffirmed by undergraduates in the AS Spring 2005 election. (Despite the fact that
AS collects $3.33 per student per quarter, AS has provided less than $3.00 per student per
quarter, on average, to TPS for the past four years. TPS has requested AS provide the full
amount of the lock-in fee each quarter, however AS has indicated that it imposes at least a 10%
“recharge” on its lock-in fees to assist in funding its operations. The AS ballot language did not
include any reference to the AS “recharge” for operations and AS does not provide TPS with any

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-(Letterhead for interdepartmental use)



March 22, 2007
page 2 of 3

documentation regarding the amount it provides to TPS each quarter, or the amount of this
“recharge”.)

TPS has reduced its operating expenses substantially during the past three fiscal years, but
nevertheless must now increase its income to cover debt payments on the two new campus
parking structures and anticipated increases in operating expenses. (Parking Services’ total
operating expenses have declined by $389,890, or 16.7%, since FY 2003-04, but this trend
cannot be expected to continue indefinitely. The UC Regents have budgeted for UC-wide salary
and wage increases—including mandatory minimum wage increases for student employees—
anticipated over the next several years, and mandatory retirement contributions for career
employees are likely to be implemented, as well. As a self-supporting auxiliary enterprise, TPS
must provide for these required salary, wage, and retirement expense increases and must collect
adequate income to balance its annual budget.)

TPS is pleased to provide students with three options to pay for Night & Weekend (N&W)
parking during FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09: Lock-in Fee Options 1 or 2, or the Individual
Payment Option available to all other campus parking customers without an on-campus
subscribed permit.

Next fiscal year, beginning July 1, 2007, TPS will raise its N&W fees from $2 to $3 per night or
weekend day, and from $10 to $12 per month (final approval of this latter increase is anticipated
in the coming weeks).

Lock-in Fee Option 1. TPS must now raise the amount required from AS (and GSA) for all
undergraduate (and graduate) students collectively from $3.33 back to the amount originally
approved by GSA, and recommended by the Chancellors Advisory Committee on Parking, of
$4.00 per student per quarter (Option 1-see Night & weekend parking fee options, FY 2007-08
and FY 2008-09, attached).

If this full amount (i.e., $4.00 per student per quarter) is received by TPS, each quarter beginning
July 1, 2007, TPS will provide to any undergraduate student that requests a N&W parking
permit, such a permit at no charge (the TPS permit vendor may have a data processing, shipping,
and handling charge for permits mailed to customers) for a period of two years (i.e., FY 2007-08
and FY 2008-09). Prior to the Spring 2009 AS election, TPS will reassess the N&W program to
determine whether there will be a change in the amount required from AS for all undergraduate
students collectively for the following two years, FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11.

AS may decide to collect the necessary funds via an increase in the existing N&W Parking lock-
in fee or by any other means available (e.g., unallocated funds from the AS $100 Student
Initiative lock-in passed in October, 2006), or AS may decide not to participate in the N&W
program any longer. TPS considers the election process to approve the N&W lock-in fee to be
the method chosen by AS to raise the funds necessary to collect fees from all undergraduate
students and pay for all students collectively for this service from TPS. Beginning July 1, 2007,
if the full amount of funding is not provided by AS to TPS with full documentation, TPS will no
longer be able to provide this optional collective payment service to undergraduate students.

TPS believes that if AS intends to impose a 10% or more “recharge” on lock-in fee income for
internal AS operational uses—as it has done in the past-this activity should be fully addressed in
the ballot language so that voting students are aware that a portion of the funds will not be
provided to TPS. TPS understands that AS may also need to include an additional amount to its
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lock-in fee to provide funds for Return-to-Financial Aid. TPS recommends that AS make all of
the necessary calculations so that it can collect enough funds to provide TPS with the full $4.00
per student per quarter each quarter, as in the future the full amount will be required from AS or
no services will be provided.

Lock-in Fee Option 2. Recently, GSA requested that TPS provide an option to incorporate the
$4.95 vendor charge for data processing, shipping, and handling into the lock-in rate (Option 2—
see Night & weekend parking fee options, FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09, attached). TPS believes
that AS and GSA should be provided with the same options, therefore TPS is offering Option 2
to both AS and GSA, at $4.58 per student per quarter. Under Option 2, students would not be
charged by the online vendor for data processing, shipping, and handling (TPS would need to
pay the vendor, however, so an increase of $0.58 per student per quarter has been incorporated
into the lock-in rate to cover the anticipated amount that TPS would be required to pay the
vendor; the calculation for this anticipated amount is shown on the attached sheet; the additional
lock-in fee of $0.58 per student per quarter will be fixed for students for FY 2007-08 and FY
2008-09, even if the vendor charge for data processing, shipping, and handling increases to more
than $4.95).

Individual Payment Option. If AS does not provide TPS with the full amounts indicated in
either Option 1 or Option 2 each quarter with full documentation, TPS will return any
insufficient lock-in funding provided to TPS, and implement the Individual Payment Option, in
FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09. Under the Individual Payment Option, each student can purchase:

- an annual permit online (12 months, pro-rated if less) for $120.00, plus an as yet
undetermined fee for data processing, shipping, and handling (this fee is currently $4.95); or

- a 30-day permit issued either at the TPS sales office or at permit dispenser machines for
$12.00 (expected); or

- al-night or 1-weekend-day permit issued either at the TPS sales office or at permit dispenser
machines for $3.00.

Attachment

cc: Laura Condon (TPS)
Robert Sundberg (TPS)
Kostas Goulias (Chair, Parking Ratepayer Board)
Robert Silsbee (Administrative Services)
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Night & weekend parking fee options, AS, FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09

Lock-in fee options Individual

Option 1 Option 2 payment option

Proposed lock-in fee (to TPS)* $4.00 $4.58 $0.00
Existing lock-in fee $3.33 $3.33 $0.00
Difference $0.67 $1.25 $0.00
Mandatory return-to-financial aid (33%) $0.22 $0.42 $0.00
Total proposed lock-in fee $4.22 $5.00 $0.00
Online annual permit (12 months, pro-rated if fewer) $0.00 $0.00 $120.00
Online annual permit processing/shipping/handling fee** $4.95 $0.00 $4.95
30-day permits issued at TPS office $0.00 $0.00 $12.00
30-day permits issued at permit dispenser machines n.a.*** n.a.*x** $12.00
1-nt or 1-we-day permits issued at permit dispensers n.a.*** n.a.*** $3.00

* TPS must receive this full amount per student per quarter, each quarter with full documentation (an AS
operations recharge, if any, must be calculated by AS, and added separately), or TPS will return to AS any
insufficient lock-in funding provided to TPS, and implement the individual payment option, beginning FY 2007-08.

** TPS will issue a new contract with an undetermined vendor beginning in FY 2007-08; the online annual permit
processing/shipping/handling fee (which goes directly to the vendor, not to TPS) under lock-in option 1 and the
individual payment option is therefore subject to change.

*** students always have the option of making individual payments at permit dispenser machines, but it is not
possible to issue 30-day or 1-nt or 1-we-day permits at no charge from machines.

Option 2 - calculation to incorporate the online annual permit fee into lock-in fee (TPS pays vendor)

Online annual permit processing/shipping/handling fee** $4.95
% issued annual permits online 40%
TPS cost per student $1.98
student-quarters (43.9% in summer) 3.439

TPS cost per student per quarter $0.58
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Attachment 2
March 22, 2007

To:  Carolyn Buford, Ph.D., Associate Dean of Students
Melissa Kwan, President, Graduate Students Association

From: Marc Fisher, Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Design and Facilities/Transportation
and Parking Services

Re:  Night & Weekend Parking Lock-in Fees Memorandum of Understanding

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) from Transportation & Parking Services (TPS) to
the Graduate Students Association (GSA) describes and clarifies the key elements of the options
available to graduate students to pay for Night & Weekend (N&W) parking during FY 2007-08
and FY 2008-09. TPS requests that GSA distribute this memo to its Assembly members and/or
any other appropriate GSA representatives and campus staff, to fully circulate this notice.

Four years ago, the Chancellor accepted the recommendation of the Advisory Committee on
Parking, and directed TPS to begin charging fees for night & weekend (N&W) parking. The fees
were initially set at $2 per night or weekend day, or $10 per month. Campus parking customers
who have not purchased an on-campus subscribed permit may purchase a 30-day permit at the
TPS sales office or at permit dispenser machines, or an annual permit sticker can be purchased
online at the TPS website (via a link there to the TPS permit vendor). This vendor charges an
additional $4.95 to cover the data processing, shipping, and handling of each permit mailed to a
customer (TPS does not receive any of this charge).

In early 2002, the Graduate Students Association (GSA) requested that TPS provide graduate
students with the option to collect and pay fees for all graduate students collectively; GSA
proposed to raise the necessary funds via a lock-in fee. TPS agreed to this alternative method of
payment and graduate students approved a lock-in fee of $4.00 per student per quarter in the
GSA Spring 2002 election for a four-year period (the enacted fee was to be reduced to $3.33 per
student per quarter during the first year to account for the N&W parking program
implementation for only three quarters during the first fiscal year). The lock-in fee was
reaffirmed by graduate students for a one-year period (at $3.33 per student per quarter) in the
GSA Spring 2006 election.

In early 2003, AS requested that TPS provide undergraduate students with the option to collect
and pay fees for all undergraduate students collectively; AS proposed to raise the necessary
funds via a lock-in fee. TPS agreed to this alternative method of payment and undergraduates
approved a lock-in fee of $3.33 per student per quarter in the AS Spring 2003 election. The lock-
in fee was reaffirmed by undergraduates in the AS Spring 2005 election.

TPS has reduced its operating expenses substantially during the past three fiscal years, but
nevertheless must now increase its income to cover debt payments on the two new campus
parking structures and anticipated increases in operating expenses. (Parking Services’ total
operating expenses have declined by $389,890, or 16.7%, since FY 2003-04, but this trend
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cannot be expected to continue indefinitely. The UC Regents have budgeted for UC-wide salary
and wage increases—including mandatory minimum wage increases for student employees—
anticipated over the next several years, and mandatory retirement contributions for career
employees are likely to be implemented, as well. As a self-supporting auxiliary enterprise, TPS
must provide for these required salary, wage, and retirement expense increases and must collect
adequate income to balance its annual budget.)

TPS is pleased to provide students with three options to pay for Night & Weekend (N&W)
parking during FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09: Lock-in Fee Options 1 or 2, or the Individual
Payment Option available to all other campus parking customers without an on-campus
subscribed permit.

Next fiscal year, beginning July 1, 2007, TPS will raise its N&W fees from $2 to $3 per night or
weekend day, and from $10 to $12 per month (final approval of this latter increase is anticipated
in the coming weeks).

Lock-in Fee Option 1. TPS must now raise the amount required from GSA (and AS) for all
graduate (and undergraduate) students collectively from $3.33 back to the amount originally
approved by GSA, and recommended by the Chancellors Advisory Committee on Parking, of
$4.00 per student per quarter (Option 1-see Night & weekend parking fee options, FY 2007-08
and FY 2008-09, attached).

If this full amount (i.e., $4.00 per student per quarter) is received by TPS, each quarter beginning
July 1, 2007, TPS will provide to any graduate student that requests a N&W parking permit,
such a permit at no charge (the TPS permit vendor may have a data processing, shipping, and
handling charge for permits mailed to customers) for a period of two years (i.e., FY 2007-08 and
FY 2008-09). Prior to the Spring 2009 GSA election, TPS will reassess the N&W program to
determine whether there will be a change in the amount required from GSA for all graduate
students collectively for the following two years, FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11.

GSA may decide to collect the necessary funds via an increase in the existing N&W Parking
lock-in fee or by any other means available, or GSA may decide not to participate in the N&W
program any longer. TPS considers the election process to approve the N&W lock-in fee to be
the method chosen by GSA to raise the funds necessary to collect fees from all graduate students
and pay for all students collectively for this service from TPS. Beginning July 1, 2007, if the full
amount of funding is not provided by GSA to TPS with full documentation, TPS will no longer
be able to provide this optional collective payment service to graduate students.

Lock-in Fee Option 2. Recently, GSA requested that TPS provide an option to incorporate the
$4.95 vendor charge for data processing, shipping, and handling into the lock-in rate (Option 2—
see Night & weekend parking fee options, FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09, attached). TPS believes
that GSA and AS should be provided with the same options, therefore TPS is offering Option 2
to both GSA and AS, at $4.58 per student per quarter. Under Option 2, students would not be
charged by the online vendor for data processing, shipping, and handling (TPS would need to
pay the vendor, however, so an increase of $0.58 per student per quarter has been incorporated
into the lock-in rate to cover the anticipated amount that TPS would be required to pay the
vendor; the calculation for this anticipated amount is shown on the attached sheet; the additional
lock-in fee of $0.58 per student per quarter will be fixed for students for FY 2007-08 and FY
2008-09, even if the vendor charge for data processing, shipping, and handling increases to more
than $4.95).
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Individual Payment Option. If GSA does not provide TPS with the full amounts indicated in
either Option 1 or Option 2 each quarter with full documentation, TPS will return any
insufficient lock-in funding provided to TPS, and implement the Individual Payment Option, in
FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09. Under the Individual Payment Option, each student can purchase:

- an annual permit online (12 months, pro-rated if less) for $120.00, plus an as yet
undetermined fee for data processing, shipping, and handling (this fee is currently $4.95); or

- a 30-day permit issued either at the TPS sales office or at permit dispenser machines for
$12.00 (expected); or

- al-night or 1-weekend-day permit issued either at the TPS sales office or at permit dispenser
machines for $3.00.

Attachment

cc: Laura Condon (TPS)
Robert Sundberg (TPS)
Kostas Goulias (Chair, Parking Ratepayer Board)
Robert Silsbee (Administrative Services)
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Night & weekend parking fee options, GSA, FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09

Proposed lock-in fee (to TPS)*

Existing lock-in fee

Difference

Mandatory return-to-financial aid (33%)

Total proposed lock-in fee

Online annual permit (12 months, pro-rated if fewer)
Online annual permit processing/shipping/handling fee**
30-day permits issued at TPS office

30-day permits issued at permit dispenser machines

1-nt or 1-we-day permits issued at permit dispensers

Lock-in fee options

page 1 of 1

Individual

Option 1 Option 2 payment option
$4.00 $4.58 $0.00
$3.33 $3.33 $0.00
$0.67 $1.25 $0.00
$0.22 $0.42 $0.00
$4.22 $5.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $120.00
$4.95 $0.00 $4.95
$0.00 $0.00 $12.00

n.a.x** n.a.*** $12.00
n.a.x** n.a.*** $3.00

* TPS must receive this full amount per student per quarter, each quarter, or TPS will return any insufficient lock-

in funding provided to TPS, and implement individual payment option, beginning FY 2007-08.

** TPS will issue a new contract with an undetermined vendor beginning in FY 2007-08; the online annual permit
processing/shipping/handling fee under lock-in option 1 and the individual payment option is therefore subject to

change.

*** students always have the option of making individual payments at permit dispenser machines, but it is not

possible to issue 30-day or 1-nt or 1-we-day permits at no charge from machines.

Option 2 - calculation to incorporate the online annual permit fee into lock-in fee (TPS pays vendor)

Online annual permit processing/shipping/handling fee**

% issued annual permits online

TPS cost per student

student-quarters (43.9% in summer)

TPS cost per student per quarter

$4.95

40%
$1.98
3.439
$0.58
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Estimated Actual
Approved Lock-in Fee Lock-in Fee Difference
FY 2003-04 Enrollment Lock-in Fee Incometo AS  Income to TPS Difference per Student
summer 8,190
fall 17,844 $3.33 $59,421 $50,949 $8,472 $0.47
winter 17,328 $3.33 $57,702 $50,949 $6,753 $0.39
spring 16,732 $3.33 $55,718 $50,949 $4,769 $0.28
Total 60,094 $172,840 $152,847 $19,993 $0.33
Estimated Actual
Approved Lock-in Fee Lock-in Fee Difference
FY 2004-05 Enrollment Lock-in Fee Incometo AS  Income to TPS Difference per Student
summer 8,086 $3.33 $26,926 $25,877 $1,049 $0.13
fall 18,121 $3.33 $60,343 $50,949 $9,394 $0.52
winter 17,719 $3.33 $59,004 $50,949 $8,055 $0.45
spring 16,955 $3.33 $56,460 $50,949 $5,511 $0.33
Total 60,881 $202,734 $178,724 $24,009 $0.39
Estimated Actual
Approved Lock-in Fee Lock-in Fee Difference
FY 2005-06 Enrollment Lock-in Fee Incometo AS  Income to TPS Difference per Student
summer 8,495 $3.33 $28,288 $23,540 $4,749 $0.56
fall 18,077 $3.33 $60,196 $50,949 $9,247 $0.51
winter 17,699 $3.33 $58,938 $54,449 $4,489 $0.25
spring 16,927 $3.33 $56,367 $50,949 $5.418 $0.32
Total 61,198 $203,789 $179,887 $23,903 $0.39
Estimated Actual
Approved Lock-in Fee Lock-in Fee Difference
FY 2006-07 Enrollment Lock-in Fee Incometo AS  Income to TPS Difference per Student
summer 8,522 $3.33 $28,378 $28,238 $140 $0.02
fall 18,212 $3.33 $60,646 $50,949 $9,697 $0.53
winter 17,962 $3.33 $59,813 $51,548 $8,265 $0.46
spring enrollment is estimated: 16,871 $3.33 $56,182 $51,548 $4,633 $0.27
Total 61,567 $205,019 $182,284 $22,735 $0.37
Total-FY 2003-04 through FY 2006-07 243,740 $784,383 $693,742 $90,641 $0.37
source: http://bap.ucsb.edu/IR/reg_reports.html
2006-07
2004-05 2005-06 (Jul-Dec)
Annual N&W Permits Issued to Students 1,078 978 2,782
30-Day Permits Issued to Students (fr Dispensers) 42,160 46,583 4,462
30-Day Permits Issued to Students (fr TPS sales counter) 2,821 2,849 2,258
Annual N&W Permits Issued to non-Students - -
30-Day Permits Issued to non-Students (fr Dispensers) 3,646 4,209 3,390
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